The opportunity occurs to review four recent reports to Parliament dealing with the working of safety, health and welfare provisions made for various groups of workers in this country. The reports of the Chief Inspectors of Factories and of Mines have been made for very many years but the other two reportsOffices, Shops and Railway Premises, and Agriculture -have appeared only recently as a result of legislation in the last few years.
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In all the reports considerable space is devoted to accidents, and this immediately raises the problem of what precisely is to be recorded as an 'accident at work'. Perhaps there were times when the 'lost-time accident' -an absence of more than three dayscould be regarded as a reasonable criterion of an accident worthy of recording, but the value of this index is now in question. Changes in social conditions over the years have rendered it of little value. In his previous report, the Chief Inspector of Factories advanced cogent arguments against the use of the gross total of these lost-time accidents as an index of safety performance. This is well illustrated by the mining industry, where the fatality rate has been reduced by two-thirds in the last 20 years and the incidence of serious accidents by one-third, whereas during the same period the number of 'lost-time accidents' causing an absence of more than three days has risen by 70 %. In the mines these short-term accidents are not used to assess the success of safety precautions. This is done by using only fatal and serious accidents (causing absence of more than 28 days).
It may be argued that this criterion is particularly suitable for a very heavy and dangerous industry, such as mining. While there may be some truth in this, all will welcome the move on the part oftheChief Inspector of Factories to try to collect more accurate information about the nature of the injuries which actually result from reported accidents. At present an enquiry is in progress; this is being carried out on a 5 % random sample of the accidents reported to the Inspectorate. A few weeks after the accident is reported the employer is asked to supply adequate information about the injury. On this information the accidents will be classified into three groups: (1) those producing injuries which are severe and unambiguously the result of the accident (fractures, bums, etc.); (2) The report on Mines and Quarries again is one of a long series. It gives a precise and expert account of the changing dangers in all mines, principally coal, and of the constant vigilance necessary to prevent serious and fatal accidents. For instance, careful analysis conclusively demonstrates a significant rise in the accident rate per hundred thousand man-shifts resulting from underground haulage and transport, a rate which is significantly higher than that produced by falls of ground, traditionally the sphere of greatest risk, and this despite the considerable attention given to this class of accident.
The decision in the mines report to use the serious and fatal accidents as the index of danger of a process has already been referred to. The number of fatal accidents in the year was 115, which shows a steady fall over the last 10 years in the rate per one hundred thousand man-shifts. 
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